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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This is responsive to telephone communication by Applicant's representative Dan 
C. Hu (Reg. No. 40,025) on August 19, 2005 that the Office Action dated 8/09/2005 
does not address Applicant election with traverse on a restriction requirement issued 
with respect to claims 1 - 38. 



2. Examiner respectfully submits that the restriction requirement is proper as 
indicated by the following reason: 

As set forth in MPEP 806.05(c): 

In order to establish that combination and subcombination inventions are distinct, two- 
way distinctness must be demonstrated. 

To support a requirement for restriction, both two-way distinctness and reasons for 
insisting on restriction are necessary, i.e., separate classification, status, or field of 
search. 

The inventions are distinct if it can be shown that a combination as claimed: 

(A) does not require the particulars of the subcombination as claimed for 
patentability (to show novelty and unobviousness), and 

(B) the subcombination can be shown to have utility either by itself or in other and 
different relations. 

When these factors cannot be shown, such inventions are not distinct 



As in the Restriction Requirement mailed on April 25, 2005, under 35 U.S.C. 121: 
Inventions are distinct because Group I (directed to assigning information stored on a 
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computer a plurality of clearance levels classified in class 707, subclass 100) does not 
required Group II, Group III and Group IV for patentability, Group II (directed to updating 
the set of visible smart badges and recalculating the lowest clearance level classified in 
class 715, subclass 511) does not required Group I, Group III and Group IV for 
patentability, Group III (directed to assigning database information and providing access 
to that sub-set of the database information having a clearance level no higher than the 
lowest identified clearance level classified in class 707, subclass 5) does not required 
Group I, Group II and Group IV for patentability and Group IV (directed storing plural 
sub-sets of information classified in class 707, subclass 200) does not required for 
Group I, II and Group III for patentability, therefore, restriction for examination purposes 
as indicated is proper. 

Restriction is still considered proper, since these inventions are distinct for the 
reasons given above and the search required for Group I is not required for Group II, 
Group III and Group IV, search required for Group II is not required for Group I, Group 
III and Group IV, search required for Group III is not required for Group I, Group II and 
Group IV and search required for Group IV is not required for Group I, II and Group III, 
restriction for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

In response to the Applicant's representative that restriction requirement appears 
improper because "it is not properly classified", the examiner respectfully submits that 
claims in group I contain limitations which are not found in Group II, Group III and Group 
IV, claims in group II contain limitations which are not found in Group I, Group III and 
Group IV, claims in group III contain limitations which are not found in Group I, Group II 
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and Group IV and claims in group IV contain limitations which are not found in Group I, 
Group II and Group III. 

In conclusion, the restriction was proper because these inventions are distinct for 
the reasons given above and have acquired a separate status in the art as shown by 
their different classification, restriction for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

3. Claims 13-19 and 21 - 26 are pending in this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 13 - 19, 21, 22, 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 5,204,663 issued to Philip S. Lee (hereafter "Lee") in 
view of U.S. Patent 6,057,764 issued to Melvin P. Williams (hereinafter "Williams"). 

Regarding claim 13, Lee teaches a method for context-aware computer 
management comprising: 

assigning database information a plurality of clearance levels (see column 3, line 
42 - column 4, line 3); 
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assigning each smart badge within a set of smart badges one of the clearance 
levels (see column 2, lines 3 - 25); 

identifying a lowest clearance level assigned to the smart badges within the 
boundary (see column 5, lines 15-18); and 

providing access to that sub-set of the database information having a clearance 
level no higher than the lowest identified clearance level on a computer located within 
the predefined physical boundary (see column 5, lines 1 - 67). 

Lee does not explicitly teach wireless beacon. 

Williams teaches using a wireless beacon to detect which smart badges are 
located within a predefined physical boundary (see column 2, lines 25 - 34; Williams 
uses "presence detector" as "wireless beacon"). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at 
the time of the present invention to combine teaching of the cited references because 
Williams's teaching of "using a wireless beacon to detect which smart badges are 
located within a predefined physical boundary" would have allowed Lee's system to 
provide an improved authorized use of a secure space while an alarm system is on, 
allowing authorized users to freely move throughout the alarmed space, providing 
significantly greater security than that which is available today for authorized persons 
while utilizing secured space with the alarm system on as suggested by Williams (see 
Summary). 
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Regarding claim 14, Lee teaches defining those smart badges within the 
boundary as a set of visible smart badges (see column 2, lines 3-10); and 

updating the set of visible smart badges in response to a change in smart badge 
visibility status (see column 2, lines 10-14). 

Regarding claim 15, Lee teaches recalculating the lowest clearance level in 
response to the change in smart badge visibility status (see column 5, lines 62 - 67). 

Regarding claim 16, Williams teaches providing access to the database 
information to smart badge wearers assigned to the smart badges (see column 6, lines 
2-9). 

Regarding claim 17, Lee teaches preventing access to the database when the 
smart badge visibility status is set to invisible for a predetermined timeout (see column 
11, lines 22-43). 

Regarding claim 18, Williams teaches defining a badge removal confidence level 
indicating whether each smart badge has been continuously worn by corresponding 
assigned smart badge wearers (see column 6, lines 2-18). 
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Regarding claim 19, Lee teaches assigning an expiration period to each of the 
smart badges (see column 4, lines 4-15); and 

de-authenticating and erasing all data stored on a smart badge whose expiration 
period has been exceeded (see column 4, lines 56 - 64). 

Regarding claim 21 , Lee teaches a system for context-aware computer 
management comprising: 

a database, including information differentiated by a plurality of clearance levels 
(see column 12, lines 21 - 28); 

A system service module, coupled to the beacon, for identifying a lowest 
clearance level assigned to the smart badges within the boundary (see column 2, lines 
15-18); and 

a software application, coupled to the service module and the database, for 
providing access to that sub-set of the information within the database having a 
clearance levels no higher than the lowest identified clearance level on the computer 
(see column 5, lines 1 - 67). 

Lee does not explicitly teach wireless beacon. 

Williams teaches a first wireless beacon (see Fig.1 (14) and column 3, lines 3 - 
4; Williams uses "motion detector" as "wireless beacon"). 

a set of smart badges, detected by the first beacon to be within a predefined 
boundary, each badge assigned one of the clearance levels (see column 3, lines 6 - 
18); 
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a computer located within the boundary (see column 6, lines 2 - 7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at 
the time of the present invention to combine teaching of the cited references because 
Williams's teaching of "using a wireless beacon to detect which smart badges are 
located within a predefined physical boundary" would have allowed Lee's system to 
provide an improved authorized use of a secure space while an alarm system is on, 
allowing authorized users to freely move throughout the alarmed space, providing 
significantly greater security than that which is available today for authorized persons 
while utilizing secured space with the alarm system on as suggested by Williams (see 
Summary). 

Regarding claim 22, Williams teaches a wide angle RF beacon (see column 3, 
lines 43 - 48 and column 6, lines 1 8 - 22). 

Regarding claim 25, Lee teaches defines those smart badges within the 
boundary as a set of visible smart badges (see column 2, lines 3-10), and 

recalculates the lowest clearance level in response to a change in a visibility 
status (see column 5, lines 62 - 67). 

Regarding claim 26, Lee teaches wherein the application logs smart badge 
wearers assigned to visible smart badges onto the computer (see column 5, lines 55 - 
60). 
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6. Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lee in view of Williams and further in view of U.S. Patent 6,624,739 issued to 
Anatoli Stobbe (hereinafter "Stobbe"). 

Regarding claim 23, Lee or Williams does not explicitly teach a second diffuse IR 
beacon, coupled to the service module, limited to detecting smart badges within the 
predefined boundary. 

Stobbe teaches a second diffuse IR beacon, coupled to the service module, limited 
to detecting smart badges within the predefined boundary (see column 4, lines 60 - 67; 
Stobbe uses "reader 28" as "IR beacon"). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at the 
time of the present invention to combine teaching of the cited references because 
Stobbe's teaching of "a second diffuse IR beacon, coupled to the service module, 
limited to detecting smart badges within the predefined boundary" would have allowed 
Lee and Williams' system to provide an improvement to an access control system to the 
effect that additional monitoring of people-specific characteristics is enabled while 
maintaining storage, transmission and evaluation of authorization code assigned to the 
transponder (smart card) as suggested by Stobbe (see Summary). 

Regarding claim 24, Stobbe teaches wherein the smart badges include: 
biometric sensors for detecting when a smart badge has been removed from an 
assigned smart badge wearer (see column 5, lines 45 - 65). 
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Conclusion 



7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Fred I. Ehichioya whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8039. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E. Breene can be reached on 703-305-9790. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Fred I. Ehichioya 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 72 
August 23, 2005 




